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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action 
can be found in a prior Office action. 

1 . Claim 1-6,8,10-11,1 5-23, 29-31 , 41 , 45, 46, 48, 50, 54, 65 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reilly'463 et al. (US Patent 
Application No. 2003/0004463 A1 ) and further in view of Hamadeh'188 et al. (US 
Patent Application No. 2004/0088188 A1). 

Claim 1, 10, 11, 16, 17, 22, 23, 40, 45, 50, 54 & 65: Reilly'463 teaches an 
apparatus comprising a dispensing station to receive a multidose vial of a 
radiotracer, and to dispense portions of the radiotracer, at least one positron 
emission tomography imaging system (Figure 1A, Element 40, Page 1, Para 004 
& Page 6, Para 0061). Reilly'463 teaches an apparatus comprising a control 
system operably coupled to the local area network, to receive status information 
from, and send commands to, the at least one positron emission tomography 
imaging system and the dispensing station (Figure 1A, Element 38 & Page 6, 
Para 0061 ). Reilly'463 fails to teach the apparatus on a local area network and a 
plurality of positron emission tomography imaging systems. However, 
Hamadeh'188 teaches local area networks [computer networks employed in 
hospitals] with workstations for controlling image acquisition equipment such as 
positron emission tomography imaging system (Page 1, Para 004, Page 2, Para 
0018 & Page 4, Page 0033). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teachings of Reilly'463 and Hamadeh'188 in order to 
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maintain data integrity by having a network (Page 4, Para 0032). Reilly'463 
teaches a medical radiopharmaceutical administration system comprising at least 
one positron emission tomography imaging system and operably coupled to a 
radioisotope producer (Page 1 , Para 0010). Reilly'463 teaches a system 
compromising a chemical synthesizer operably coupled to the radioisotope 
producer, to receive the radioisotope, and to produce a radiotracer (Page 1, 
Page 0004). Reilly'463 teaches an apparatus, wherein the radiotracer further 
comprises fluorodeoxyglucose (Page 1 , Para 0004). Reilly'463 teaches a 
medical radiopharmaceutical administration system, further comprising a quality 
control unit, to monitor the radionuclic and chemical purity of the 
radiopharmaceutical that is dispensed by the dispensing station (Page 7, Para 
0072). 

Claim 2: Reilly'463 teaches an apparatus comprising a quality control unit, to 
monitor the radionuclic and chemical purity of the radiotracer that is dispensed by 
the dispensing station, the quality control unit being operably coupled to the 
control system and operably coupled to the dispensing station (Page 5, Para 
0054 & Page 7, Para 0072). 

Claim 3: Reilly'463 teaches an apparatus, wherein the local area network is 
further operably coupled to a radioisotope producer and wherein the dispensing 
station receives the radioisotope from the radioisotope producer (Figure 1A, 
Element 40). 

Claim 4 & 18: Reilly'463 teaches an apparatus, wherein the radioisotope 
producer further comprises a cyclotron (Page 1, Para 0004). 
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Claim 6 & 20: Reilly'463 teaches an apparatus, wherein the radioisotope 
producer further comprises a radioisotope generator (Page 1, Para 0004). 
Claim 8 & 48: Reilly'463 teaches an apparatus, wherein a radioactivity shield 
surrounds portions of the apparatus that are radioactive (Page 1, Para 0010). 
Claim 15: Reilly'463 teaches an apparatus, wherein the control system further 
comprises a computer system (Page 6, Para 0061). 

Claim 24: Reilly'463 teaches an apparatus, wherein each positron emission 
tomography imaging system further comprises an injector system to extract at 
least one individual dose from the radiotracer and to inject the at least one 
individual dose into the living subject (Page 4, Para 0032). 
Claim 41 & 46: Reilly'463 teaches a medical radiopharmaceutical administration 
system, wherein the local area network is further operably coupled to a cyclotron 
and wherein the dispensing station receives the liquid fluorodeoxyglucose 
(Figure 1 A, Element 40, Page 1 , Para 004 & Page 6, Para 0061 ). 
2. Claim 5 & 1 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Reilly'463 et al. (US Patent Application No. 2003/0004463 A1) and in view 
of Hamadeh'188 et al. (US Patent Application No. 2004/0088188 A1) and further 
in view of Satyamurthy (Satyamurthy, N. et al. "Electric Generators for the 
Production of the Positron-Emitter Labeled Radiopharmaceuticals: Where Would 
PET Be Without Them?" Clinical Positron Imaging. Vol. 5, No. 5: 233-253, 
1999.) 

Claim 5 & 19: Reilly'463 fails to specifically teach an apparatus, wherein the 
radioisotope producer further comprises a linear accelerator. However, 
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Reilly'463 teaches an apparatus, wherein the radioisotope producer further 
comprises a cyclotron (Page 1 , Para 004). However, Satyamurthy explains that 
linear accelerators are alternatives to cyclotrons. Since a cyclotron and linear 
accelerator perform similar functions with the same end results, it would be 
considered an equivalent expedient in the art. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to use either a cyclotron or a linear accelerator in 
integrated radiopharmaceutical production systems as equivalent expedients in 
the art. 

3. Claim 7, 21 , 26, 27-29, 31 , 42, 47 & 57 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reilly'463 et al. (US Patent Application 
No. 2003/0004463 A1) and in view of Hamadeh'188 et al. (US Patent Application 
No. 2004/00881 88 A1 ) and further in view of Critchlow'930 et al. (US Patent No. 
6,520,930 B2). 

Claim 7, 21, 26, 42 & 47: Reilly'463 and Hamadeh'188 fail to teach the use of 
wheels. However, Critchlow'930 teaches the apparatus mounted on wheels 
(Figure 6D). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the teachings of Reilly'463, Hamadeh'188 and Critchlow'930 in order to 
increase the mobility of the apparatus (Col. 18, Line 40-47). 
Claim 27: Reilly'463 teaches a system, wherein the portions of the system that 
are radioactive further comprise the dispensing station and the quality control unit 
(Page 6, Para 0061 & Page 7, Para 0072). 

Claim 28: Reilly'463 teaches a system, wherein the dispensing station receives 
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the liquid radiopharmaceutical from the radioisotope producer (Figure 1A, 
Element 40&46). 

Claim 29: Reilly'463 teaches a medical radiopharmaceutical administration 
system, wherein the radioisotope producer further comprises a cyclotron (Page 
1 , Para 0004). 

Claim 31: Reilly'463 teaches a system, wherein the radioisotope producer 
further comprises a radioisotope generator (Page 1 , Para 0004). 
4. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reilly'463 et al. (US Patent Application No. 2003/0004463 A1) and in view of 
Hamadeh'1 88 et al. (US Patent Application No. 2004/00881 88 A1 ), in view of 
Critchlow'930 et al. (US Patent No. 6,520,930 B2) and further in view of 
Satyamurthy (Satyamurthy, N. et al. "Electric Generators for the Production of 
the Positron-Emitter Labeled Radiopharmaceuticals: Where Would PET Be 
Without Them?" Clinical Positron Imaging. Vol. 5, No. 5: 233-253, 1999.) 
Claim 30: Reilly'463 fails to specifically teach an apparatus, wherein the 
radioisotope producer further comprises a linear accelerator. However, 
Reilly'463 teaches an apparatus, wherein the radioisotope producer further 
comprises a cyclotron (Page 1 , Para 004). However, Satyamurthy explains that 
linear accelerators are alternatives to cyclotrons. Since a cyclotron and linear 
accelerator perform similar functions with the same end results, it would be 
considered an equivalent expedient in the art. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to use either a cyclotron or a linear accelerator in 
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integrated radiopharmaceutical production systems as equivalent expedients in 
the art. 

5. Claim 9, 1 2-1 3, 35, 36, 38, 43, 49, 51 , 54, 56, 58, 61 -63, 65, 66-68, 70-77, 
79 & 80 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reilly'463 et al. (US Patent Application No. 2003/0004463 A1) and in view of 
Hamadeh'188 et al. (US Patent Application No. 2004/0088188 A1) and further in 
view of Tamaki'1989 (Tamaki et al., Value of Rest-Stress Myocardial Positron 
Tomography Using Nitrogen-13 Ammonia for the Preoperative Prediction of 
Reversible Asynergy, pp. 1302-1310, Journal of Nuclear Medicine, vol. 30, No. 8, 
Aug. 1989). Reilly'463 teaches the prior art method and a new method for 
calculating in the injection system. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to substitute the volume calculation for the prior art time calculation 
as taught in Reilly'463 because both methods are acceptable known methods of 
calculation. 

Claim 9, 12, 35, 38, 43, 49, 51, 55, 56, 58, 61-63, 66, 67, 70, 72, 74, 75 & 79: 

Reilly'463 fails to teach nitrogen-13 ammonia. However, Tamaki'1989 teaches 
using nitrogen-13 ammonia as a radiotracer for PET imaging (Page 1302, Right 
Column). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the teachings of Reilly'463, Tamki'1989 and Hamadeh'188 in order to 
have higher quality images (Page 1308, Right Column). Reilly'463 teaches an 
apparatus, wherein each positron emission tomography imaging system further 
comprises an injector system to extract at least one individual dose from the 
radiotracer and to inject the at least one individual dose into the living subject 
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(Page 4, Para 0032). Reilly'463 also fails to teach the physiological monitoring 
system. Tamaki'1989 teach a physiologic monitoring system operably coupled to 
the living subject (Page 1306, Right Column). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Reilly'463, Hamadeh'1 88 
and Tamaki'1989 in order to increase accuracy in diagnosing (Page 1306, Right 
Column). 

Claim 13: Reilly'463 teaches an apparatus, wherein the amount of each 
individual dose is calculated based on the radioactive half-life of the radiotracer, 
the projected time of injection into a living subject and high level descriptors of 
the living subject (Page 6, Para 0064). 

Claim 36: Reilly'463 teaches a system, wherein the radioisotope producer is 
selected from the group consisting of a cyclotron, and a linear accelerator, and 
wherein the dispensing station receives from the radioisotope producer (Page 1, 
Para 004). 

Claim 68: Reilly'463 teaches an apparatus, wherein the amount of each 
individual dose is calculated based on the radioactive half-life of the radiotracer, 
the projected time of injection into a living subject and high level descriptors of 
the living subject (Page 6, Para 0064). 

Claim 71 : Reilly'463 teaches a system, wherein the injector is operable to inject 
individual doses of a radiopharmaceutical into a patient (Page 4, Page 0032). 
Claim 73 & 80: Reilly'463 teaches a system, wherein the radiotracer further 
comprises fluorodeoxyglucose (Page 1, Para 0004). 

Claim 76: Reilly'463 teaches a system, further comprising a computer system 
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operably coupled to the local area network, to control dispensing and injection of 
an individual dose of a radiopharmaceutical into a living subject and to control 
radiological scanning of the living subject (Page 6, Para 0061 & 0064). 
Claim 77: Reilly'463 teaches a computer-accessible medium having executable 
instructions to manage radiotracer production (Page 6, Para 0061). Reilly'463 
teaches executable instructions capable of directing a processor to perform 
receiving radiotracer material request information; determining amount of 
radioactivity needed from the request information; sending production 
instructions including the amount of radioactivity and the amount of radiotracer to 
a cyclotron and a synthesis unit; and sending instructions to the dispensing 
station (Page 6, Para 0065 & Page 7, Para 0072). 
6. Claim 33, 32, 37 & 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reilly'463 et al. (US Patent Application No. 2003/0004463 
A1), in view of Hamadeh'188 etal. (US Patent Application No. 2004/0088188 
A1 ), in view of Critchlow'930 et al. (US Patent No. 6,520,930 B2) and further in 
view of Tamaki'1989. 

Claim 33: Tamaki'1989 teach a physiologic monitoring system operably coupled 
to the living subject (Page 1306, Right Column). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Reilly'463, 
Hamadeh'188 and Tamaki'1989 in order to increase accuracy in diagnosing 
(Page 1306, Right Column). 

Claim 32: Reilly'463 fails to teach nitrogen-13 ammonia. However, 
Tamaki'1989 teaches using nitrogen-13 ammonia as a radiotracer for PET 
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imaging (Page 1302, Right Column). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Reilly'463, Tamki'1989 and 
Hamadeh'188 in order to have higher quality images (Page 1308, Right Column). 
Claim 37 & 57: Reilly'463 and Hamadeh'188 fail to teach the use of wheels. 
However, Critchlow'930 teaches the system mounted on wheels (Figure 6D). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
teachings of Reilly'463, Hamadeh'188 and Critchlow'930 in order to increase the 
mobility of the system (Col. 18, Line 40-47). 

7. Claim 14, 25, 39, 44, 52, 53, 59, 60, 64, 69 & 78 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reilly'463 et al. (US Patent Application 
No. 2003/0004463 A1), in view of Hamadeh'188 et al. (US Patent Application No. 
2004/0088188 A1 ), in view of Tamaki'1989 (Tamaki et al., Value of Rest-Stress 
Myocardial Positron Tomography Using Nitrogen-1 3 Ammonia for the 
Preoperative Prediction of Reversible Asynergy, pp. 1302-1310, Journal of 
Nuclear Medicine, vol. 30, No. 8, Aug. 1989) and further in view of Kroll'869 et al. 
(US Patent Application No. 2005/0288869 A1). 

Claim 14, 25, 39, 44, 52, 53, 59, 60, 64, 69 & 78: Reilly'463 fails to teach an 
apparatus that uses the patient's weight. However, Kroll'869 teaches wherein 
the high level descriptors of the living subject further comprise the weight, sex 
and physical dimensions of the living subject (Figure 2, Element 1 20). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Reilly'463, Hamadeh'188 and Kroll'869 in order to determine the most 
appropriate dose for the individual patient (Page 1 , Para 0006). Reilly'463 fails to 
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teach a system that uses the patient's weight. However, Kroll'869 teaches, 
wherein the high level descriptors of the living subject further comprise the 
weight, sex and physical dimensions of the living subject (Figure 2, Element 120 
& Claim 1 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the teachings of Reilly'463, Hamadeh'188 and Kroll'869 in order to 
determine the most appropriate dose for the individual patient (Page 1, Para 
0006). 

8. Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reilly'463 et al. (US Patent Application No. 2003/0004463 A1), in view of 
Hamadeh'188 et al. (US Patent Application No. 2004/0088188 A1), in view of 
Tamaki'1 989, in view of Critchlow'930 et al. (US Patent No. 6,520,930 B2) and 
further in view of Kroll'869 et al. (US Patent Application No. 2005/0288869 A1). 
Claim 34: Reilly'463 fails to teach a system that uses the patient's weight. 
However, Kroll'869 teaches wherein the amount of each individual dose is 
calculated based on type of radiopharmaceutical, a predefined parametric 
equation, clinical protocol being followed and high level descriptors of the living 
subject, wherein the high level descriptors of the living subject further comprise 
the weight, sex and physical dimensions of the living subject (Figure 2, Element 
1 20 & Claim 1 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the teachings of Reilly'463, Hamadeh'188 and Kroll'869 in order to 
determine the most appropriate dose for the individual patient (Page 1, Para 
0006). 
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9. Claim 81 -83 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Reilly'463 et al. (US Patent Application No. 2003/0004463 A1), and further 
in view of Haines et al. (US Patent No. 6,529,692). 

Claim 81: Reilly'463 teaches a computer-accessible medium having executable 
instructions to manage radiotracer production (Page 5, Para 0051 & Page 6, 
Para 0061 ). Reilly'463 fails to teach how to specifically perform the dose activity 
calculations. However, Haines'869 teaches executable instructions capable of 
directing a processor to perform calculating a required radiotracer dose activity 
(Figure 5) and comparing a total activity available in the multidose portion of the 
radiotracer to the required radiotracer dose activity (Page 6, Para 0068). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Reilly'463 and Kroll'869 in order to determine the most appropriate dose for the 
individual patient (Page 1 , Para 0006). Reilly'463 fails to teach notifying of a 
shortage. However, Haines'692 teaches using a notification system to notify the 
user when consumables are low or out (Col. 8, Line 1 5-34). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Reilly'463 
and Haines'692 in order to assist the user in ordering consumables (Col. 1 , Line 
63-67). 

Claim 82: Reilly'463 fails to teach notifying of a shortage. However, Haines'692 
teaches using a notification system to notify the user when consumables are low 
or out (Col. 8, Line 1 5-34). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine the teachings of Reilly'463 and Haines'692 in order to assist 
the user in ordering consumables (Col. 1, Line 63-67). 
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Claim 83: Reilly'463 fails to teach notifying the outside supplier. However, 
Haines'692 teaches using a notification system to notify outside suppliers when 
consumables are low or out (Col. 8, Line 15-34). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Reilly'463 and 
Haines'692 in order to assist the user in ordering consumables (Col. 1 , Line 63- 
67). 

10. Claim 84 & 85 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Reilly'463 et al. (US Patent Application No. 2003/0004463 A1), in view of 
Hamadeh'1 88 et al. (US Patent Application No. 2004/00881 88 A1 ), in view of 
Tamaki'1 989 and further in view of Tuttle (EP 0542565 A1 ). 
Claim 84: Reilly'463 teaches a computer-accessible medium having executable 
instructions to manage radiotracer injection, the executable instructions capable 
of directing a processor (Page 6, Para 0061). Reilly'463 teaches injecting the 
radiotracer into a patient (Page 4, Para 0032). Reilly'463 fails to teach scanning 
procedures. However, Tamaki'1 989 teaches initiating scanning of the patient 
after a first predefined time (Page 1303, Left Column) and introducing a stress 
into the patient (Page 1303, Left Column). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Reilly'463 and Tamaki'1 989 in 
order to increase accuracy in diagnosing (Page 1306, Right Column). Reilly and 
Tamaki'1 989 fail to teach the stress is induce pharmaceutical^ but by exercise. 
However, Tuttle teaches pharmacological stress testing that offers advantages 
over the conventional exercise stress test (Abstract). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to substitute the exercise stress test as taught by 
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Tamaki'1989 with the pharmacological stress test as taught by Tuttle as an 
alternative in the art to exercise stress tests (Page 2, Line 12-13) and allow for 
testing of patients who can not perform the exercise (Page 2, Line 9-1 1 ). 
Claim 85: Reilly'463 teaches a computer-accessible medium, wherein the 
computer-accessible medium further comprises instructions capable of directing 
a processor to perform injecting the radiotracer into patient (Page 4, Para 0032). 
Reilly'463 fails to teach scanning procedures. However, Tamaki'1989 teaches 
imaging the patient after a second predefined time (Page 1303, Left Column). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
teachings of Reilly'463 and Tamaki'1989 in order to increase accuracy in 
diagnosing (Page 1306, Right Column). 

Response to Arguments 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments, see Page 26-27, filed 1 1/27/2007, with respect to 
the drawings and the claims have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 
objections of drawings and claims have been withdrawn. 

12. Applicant's arguments, see Page 47, filed 1 1/27/2007, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-85 under 103(a) have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made as detailed above. The 
Applicant presented the argument that the local area network is not taught by 
Reilly'463. The Examiner agrees however notes that Hamadeh'188 et al. (US 
Patent Application No. 2004/0088188 A1) reference was used in a 103(a) to 
remedy that. The Applicant presents the argument that Reilly'463 does not teach 
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at least one positron emission tomography imaging system but only the imaging 
procedure of a positron emission tomography (PET). The Examiner contends 
that to perform the imaging procedure of a positron emission tomography, one 
must have a positron emission tomography system and that the existence of the 
system is inherent to carry out the disclosed PET imaging procedure. The 
Applicant presented the argument that since Reilly'463 did not disclose a 
problem with data integrity as disclose in Hamadeh'188 that there is no 
reasoning to combine the teachings. The Examiner respectfully disagrees as 
motivation to combine references can come from either reference and Reilly'463 
does not have to disclose a problem in order for a proper 103(a) rejection to be 
applied. The Applicant argued hindsight reasoning in regards to the Examiner's 
search. The Applicant claimed "a local area network coupled to at least one 
positron emission tomography imaging system". The Examiner is required to 
conduct a search regarding the Applicant's claimed invention as required. 
Furthermore the Examiner contends that a search report does prove hindsight 
reasoning but rather the motivation applied in combining the references. The 
Applicant argues that the Office Action merely recites the benefits of "data 
integrity" with no reason as to why the recited benefits are particularly useful or 
beneficial to the invention. The Examiner contends that "maintaining data 
integrity" is beneficial to a healthcare facility who would not want such critical 
data integrity comprised as it would be detrimental to patient care. The Applicant 
argues that various elements such as "quality control" and "chemical purity" are 
not disclosed in Reilly. The Examiner disagrees even though Reilly does not use 
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the same terms as the Applicant claims, the elements are analogues. The 
Applicant argued that equipment is singular and does not cover the claim subject 
matter. The Examiner contends that Hamadeh'1 88 discloses any number of the 
imaging equipment and that according to Cambridge Grammar of the English 
Language on Page 326, "equipment has no plural counterpart" 1 . Even though 
Hamadeh'1 88 did not use the term "equipments", does not mean that 
Hamadeh'1 88 did not intend the use of multiple imaging systems. The Applicant 
presented the argument that Reilly'463 states that "control 38" is adjusted by a 
computer but is not applicable to the claim language "control system further 
comprises a computer system." The Examiner disagrees. The claim language 
states that the system comprises a computer system, which is broad enough to 
be reasonably interpreted to be reading on the teachings of Reilly'463's control 
being adjusted by the computer. The Applicant argues that Reilly'463 does not 
teach the chemical synthesizer. The Examiner disagrees. On Page 1, Para 004 
Reilly'463 teaches a "cyclotron equipped with a unit to synthesize the FDG 
molecule". The Applicant argues that Reilly'463 and Hamadeh'1 88 do not teach 
the physiologic monitoring system, which is why Tamaki'1989 was applied to 
address this deficiency. The Applicant argues that Reilly'463 teaches away from 
"the amount of each individual dose is calculated based on... the projected time 
of injection into a living being." The Examiner disagrees. On Page 6, Para 0064, 
Reilly'463 states, "Thus, it is no longer necessary to calculate and wait for the 
precise moment in time". Reilly'463 is saying it is "no longer necessary". 

1 See attachment. Rodney Huddleston et al. Cambridge Grammar of the English Language. 
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Reilly'463 does not say that the calculation is impossible or not useable just 
simply no longer necessary. Prior to that Reilly'463 goes into detail explaining 
the prior art method on Page 1 , Para 0007. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to substitute the volume calculation for the prior art time 
calculation as taught in Reilly'463 because both methods are acceptable known 
methods of calculation. The Applicant argues that a skilled person would not 
look to a second patent to solve a problem already solved by a first patent. The 
Examiner disagrees that the combination of the references is doing such. In 
reviewing the examples provided, Reilly'463 is solving the problem of 
administering the radiopharmaceutical safely. While Kroll'869 addresses the 
proper dosing of the radiopharmaceutical. Reilly'463 measures the total radiation 
of the volume of radiopharmaceutical and further teaches controlling the flow rate 
(Page 6, Para 0064). Reilly'463 teaches the calculated volume but fails to teach 
how to specifically derive the volume. Kroll'869 provides the information 
necessary to solve the problem of the accurately dosing the patient based on the 
patient's sex, weight, etc. The Applicant stated, the Examiner failed to make the 
Haines'692 of record. The Examiner has corrected this error. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Helene Bor whose telephone number is 571- 
272-2947. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30am-5:00pm. 



New York : Cambridge University Press, 2002. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Eleni Mantis-Mercader can be reached on 571-272-4740. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Eric F Winakur/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3768 



